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ABSTRACT 

Th© leadership substitutes hypothesis has been used 
to explain the occasional successes and frequent failures Df 
leadership predictions* Three hypotheses were foriaulated to test the 
viability of the leadership substitutes conoepts* Questionaaires were 
administered to hospital managers (N^63» and engineers (N^71)* 
Instrumental and supportive leader behaviors were defined by scales 
developed specifically for hypothesis^testing witu the Pat^-Goal 
Theory* Potential substitutes for leadership were measured by scales 
developed by Kerr and Germierp The two subordinate criterion measures 
consisted of organizational commitment based on data frofl the 
Organizational Commitment Questionnaire, and general job satisfaction 
based on results from the Binnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire* 
Statistical analysis indicated that the two samples differid on aaay 
dimensions* The results provided only limited support for the concept 
off leadership substitutes as suggested by previous research, (RCI 
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SUBSTITUmCS roi UNADfuRSHIPi AN KMFIiUCAL SUm 



■ Suveral 'ATitGrB have recently pointctl out ati apparent a^siciption in 
all current theories of 1 eadcrsliip-^^that sone fonii of hi era^^ch i cal 
leadership is always iriportant in inniiencini; sul^ortli nate sat is fact inn 
and/or perfonnance (Kerr, 1977; Kerr and Jenninrp 1978). Al thnugli the 
theories vary sorrt^^iat in their prescript ions regHriling tlie appropriateness 
of difLerent leader behaviors in a given situation, all sean to assurTie 
the effective leader provides sane type of needed guidance and/or goficl 
feelings for subordinates as they carry out their job tasks (House and 
Mitchellp 1974; Schriesheimp 1978), rtotwi thstanding the inherent logic and 
enpirical support for alternative leadersliip paradigriis, leadership 
variables continue to account for only a small portion of tlie criterion 
va r i ance i n rnos t *3t^3 i r i ca I s tuch es . 

Kerr (1977) has suggested tlie concept of subst i tutes for leadership 
to help explain the occasional successes and frequent failures of 
leadership predictions. An cxarrple of a 1 adership substitute is described 
by Kerr (1.978) in relation to Hawkcye Pierce, a woll-kno^x^_ television 
character (M*A*S.H.). Pierce, a military surgeon, possesseH personal 
ability, exiDerienGe, training and job knowledge v^liich obviates the need 
for any lender provided structure, lie is also indifferent to organizational 
rewards v^iich are prcsiBnalily available, furtlif^r Inhibiting the ability 
of his hierarchical superior to guide and direct his behavior. Jeiinier 
and Berkcs (1979) have described other exajiples of Inadershii) substitutes 
in a police organization* The reliance on close! y--lmi t , cohesive m^rk 
groups (two^rrmn patrol units) during the evening shift was seen as 
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preventing hi orarchical loatlcrship frofn having an iiT|)act: on Hiihf)rdinato 

iTTDrale. In each of thes« caeus, a charactorist ic of t ho organisation, 

the sutordinate, or tlie suborcli nates ' job task may have "actrMi in [ilace 

of" (substituted for) the hierardii cal leatlcr by Inpacting on inportant 

subordinate nutcanes and by [jri^vonting the liiorarchical leadnrs' behavlnr 

fran having an iiTioact, 

Several variables ^lidi characterizs professionals working in 

organi zat ionB have been suggustcd as potential sul^stitutes for hierarchical 

leadership* Theso include* the dogrQe of prof essionalism of 

organizational participants; their ability, e?q3crienco, traijiing 

and knowledge ; their indifference tow ard organizational rewardB; 

task provided feedback concerning acccrrp 1 i sliiTien t ; the degree of 

intrinsic satisfaction dnrived frrxn task accaqil ishnent ; and tlie 

i 

presence of a closely-^kni t , coiiesi ve work group. In preliininary 
validation studies, Kerr and Jemiier (1978) abtained findings wiiich 
Indicate that two additional variables rnay also be iirfX^rtant 
leadership substitutes. These are tlie degree of orga ni za t iona ) 
formalization v^iicli is presunt (eg,* jdear wi^itten job goals, objectives, 
and responsibilities; written perfunaancc} appraisals and woi^k scliedules; 
etc.) and the existence of unad? i giunis , routine, and aie t ho do 1 og i c a Wy 
invaria nt tasks. Clearly, these individual, organizational arifl task 
characteristics have the pcjtential to provide the necessary task guidance 
and direction for subordinate perfonnance often provided by a hier^ 
archlcal su] rior in other organif.ational situations. 

Although there is a clear rationale for tlie conc<^[?t of substitutes 
for leadership, the arpirlcal data is not strong, Atteir|Dts by Kerr et 
al, have only been partially successful in providing support for the 
concept. For eKetfTjDle, Kerr and Jennier (1978) found only a few 



possible siilis t i tut es vA]cn using a HhotguTi ro^ressinfi nfipruacli. 
To our knowlaHgu the sturiiGs by Kovv c-t al. aro tlio only thus 
far to acltlress the isstie* Tie ijurporiu of this Htucly is to: (a) 
further Gluciclato the substitutes coiicopt, (b) tnTpirical ly fust 
hypotheses ^hicli rmtch Sped fx substitutes with a givun Icador 
behavior, (c) provide a logical rationalo to detentiiuo tlie rnlativn 
strength of a substitute vis-a-vis a specific leader behavior, 

TliD above theoretical anci enpirical develofxTKMits suggasted the 
following hyputheses as meaningful for testing the viability of thu 
leadership substitutes concepts 

Hypothesis li Trie presence of i intrinsically satisfyitig svork^tasks, 
indifference toward organizational rewards, and/ar 
closely-lmit cohusive work groups nmy ruplace or sub^ 
stitute for a leader's supportive buhaviors in predicting 
irr|Dortant suliorclinata outcones* 

Hypothesis 2r The presence of a high degree of organizational fonaali-- 
Eat ion may replace or substitute for the instrmiental 
leader behaviors of wrk assigriixiint and specification 
o f procedures , 

Hypothesis 3: The presence of a highly professional oriontatioii 
aJTong subordinates, of a high degree of ability, 
e^erience, training, and knc5wledgc mion^ subordinates; 
of closely-knit cohesive wrk groups; of a high degree 
of organizational formal i zat ion; and/or of routine, 
methodologically invariant work tasks rnay replace or 
substitute for the instriirnental leader behavior of role 
clarl f ication. 



Tliesu h^potliOHUs were testccl in this stiifly. Although Huvordl 
pntuntially in-^jortant e 1 abora t i uiiH of tho siihsti tutus conHtruct 
are not addressed in the above liypothuBos, thcHU will bo di Htjiinsed 
i n the cone 1 ud : ng sc c t i on * 

Method 

5aJT^3 1 e 

Questionnaires wore administered to hns|>i tal manngers (N^fi3) 
during a imnagcrnent dcvolo[Dment Meinlnar ctMiductcd by an uutHidc 
consultant, Majmgers were rcisrusentod fran all organisational levels 
within a privately owned and operated hospital system in tho south- 
western United States, The hospital systan incluclcH facilities 
covering a rrajor portion of the state, Data v/ere collected frcjin all 
tliree hospital shifts and across all hospital divisions. 

Engineers (N=7l) comiDleted their quest ionnai ros during nc^nnal 
working hours. This Scuqjlc ctDnsisted of various types of ungineers 
conducting test and evaluation procxlufes on ux^apons systuim for the 
Depa r irmn t o f LDe £ ens e # f bs t of the eng i nee r s we r e c i v i 1 i a n pe r son i 1 = - 
either civil service nr on contract with, tlie federal govern?rxint. 
iMeasures 

Ins t r Lrnen t a 1 and su|=i[k) r 1 1 ve 1 eade r bchav 1 ors we re imam i 1 
using scales developed specifically for hypothesis testing regarding 
PathKioal Theory (Schr i eshe irn, I97li). Potential HubstitutoH fo!' 
leadership were ineasured using scales recently developed by Kerr and 
Jcrmicr (1978), Tlie two subordinate criterion measures utilized 
in this study were organi ^.at ional comnitirentp using the Or-ani '/.at ional 
Conmitment Questionnaire by Porter and Snith (1974), and general job 
satisfaction using the Minnesota wSatisfactlon Questionnaire (Cfewis, 
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Lpfquist (1%7). TliGRo organisational and infilvidiml <lirnensinfis 
are briefly described helow^ 

Instr uTTental ^Loader Dghavi^r j^ 

Work Assignnicn!: (IIJ3VVA) Assignimrit of subordinates to 

spGci f ic task.*? , 

Specification of Procedures Enforcinj^ rulcst procuduruK 
( ILBSPEC) 

aiid work tnctliods* 

Role Glari f ication (lU^ROlLZL) Clarifyiti|^ iTOnagnnant expfcta^ 

t i ons of suliordinat OB * 

Supportive Leader llohavlor Vfennth, trust and concerii 
(SUPPORT) 

shovMi Ijy leader for subordinates, 

Po t en t i a I Subs 1 1 1 u t cs 
Of the subordinate: 

Professional orientation (PROF) 

I ndi f f e r enc e t owa r d organizational r ewa r ds ( I NilOX ) 
Ability, e>q3erience, training and knowledge (AliTDs) 
Of the task^ 

Provides its own feodback concerning accofi^Dl isliiTKjnt (TSKFfi) 
Intrinsically satisfying (INSAT) 
Routine and mctliodological ly invariant (ROlJriN) 
Of the organi-^at ioni 

Closely^kni t i cohosive work groups (CtiZtf^n) 
Organizational formalization - explicit plans, goals, and 
areas of responsibility (ORraVt) 
Or i teri a 

Organizational Conniitinent Individual 's identification 

with organizational values and goal 
desire to stay and work hard. 



GGneral Job Satisfaction Individual's overall satisfaction 

with job and organi zat iou. 

Analysis Stratgfly 

The atirilysis strategy usod horQ wa^ a rafinnnont of the ap[)roai;h 
used in previous substitutes rosearch. Previously, researchers 
included all the above described leader behaviors and twico tliu 
nutTTber of potential substitutes In a single regression tocIuI 
(Kerr and Jemiierp 1978)* Although these researchers obtained 
several statistically sipiificant findings, their results rlid not 
indicate ^^lich substitutes replaced a given leader behavior or how 
much of a substitute was required to alleviate the need for leatler-- 
ship. In t li is s t u dy i we a 1 1 enp t ed t o dove 1 op a logical s t r a t egy t n 
assess the degree of subst 1 tutabi 1 i ty of a particular individual , 
task or organisational characteristic for a spe ci f ic leader behavior^. 

The analysis procedure wnm stepsvisc in nature, involving a 
series of increasingly rigorous tests for a variable to cjual i fy as 
a substitute for leadership, Tlie scries of tests resulted in classi-- 
fying a variable as a non^subst i tutCp weak substitute or strong 
substitute, A substitute's foiTn depends on its relative ability 
to replace a particular leadership behavior (using the ^VIR imdel) 
in e>qDlaining the variance of a criterion ?T3easure. 

The rationale and tests are out lined be low i 

1* For a variable to qualify as a potential substitute for 
leadership, there rnist first be a logical gk^jI ana t io n of how the 
variable can possibly "take the place of" a specific leader behavior 
and therefore inake the leader behavior unnecessary* 
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2, To provide an aflnqiiate test for a potential subBtitutn. 

we nxist invest igato sitimtions v^^iorn wc have reason to belicvu that 
the leader bohavior in question is irrportant* Vvrxi is, Vm loadrr 
behavior rnast ex | Dl ai n a s i gn i f i cant aimunt of c^r i t c r i on va r i n nee, 
Tliis tmy bu establishofi by requiring tlie bivariatc correlation 
coefficient between the leader behavior and the criterion imaHure 
to be statistically significant for the s^i/nple ]>ein^ studied, 

3, If the above two conditions are met, then a test of thi* 
potential substitute is feasible. The iioxt step is to detemiine 
if the potential substitu^-i is significantly c or related with tlic 
cri ter ion . If this bivariate correlation is not si|.^ni f leant , then 
the variable is not a substitutQ (and is therefore classified as 

a non-sub s t i tu te) because it cannot replace the biadcr behavior s%4iich 
does correlate with (predict) the crltorlun* If this bivariate 
correlation is significatit then the MLH nTodel is used for the analysis, 

4, The following general fom of the MIA mtodel was usedi 
(I) CRITERION ^ + by^(LB) + K 

y^ierei PS = potential substitute 

bpg = regression coefficient (beta) for potential sn]:)stitute 
LB - loader behavior 

bj^ " regression coefficient (beta) for Uiadcr Behavior 

K = regression constant 
The [xitential substitute was entered first in tlie rnodi f icd 
stepwise regression model and %vas "forced" to remain in the predictor 
set. The leader behavior^ on the other hand, allowed to 

drop out if it did not add significantly to the explained criterion 
variance, ^ 



•nic following criteria waru utilizetl during tliii^ [Mkiho of tho analyyi 

(4.1) If bpc^ is not significant, the PS i^i a non-subHti tutc 
- tenninate the analysis. 

If bpg is significant, then FS is a subj^titute of 
sortie fann - procend to 4,2* 

(4.2) If b^jg IB not significant, then PS is a strung 
subst i tute - temiinate the analysis. If b^^ is 
significant, then PS in a weak huIjs ^i_tu tG^ (that is, 
although PS is a significant pi^cdictor a?ui nny bo 
considered at least a partial replaccmunt for the 
IB, it has not totally Gliminatcd tlio ability of 

to inpact on the critericm variance,) Tenriinato the 
analys is , 

In addition to the above series of tests, \\bere each mDdnl 
focused on the substi tutabi I i ty of a single variable for a specific 
leader behavior, further HLR models were planned %vhlch reflect the 
possibility that npre than one individual, task or organizational 
characteristic may canbine to replace the exn)latiatory power of a 
given leader behavior, Tlic general forin for tliese rmdels was ^ 

(2) CRITEIIION = bpg^ (PSD + bpgj (PS2) + bp^j (PS3) b^j^ (LB) 
WmEi bpg^ ^ regression coefficient for [D^itential substitute 
ninnlDer 1, 

PSl - potential substitute noiiber I- 

hpQ2 ^ regression coefficient for potential substitute 
nunriicr 2. 



PS2 ^potontial mibstitutn niBi^snr 2. 

"^PS3 ^ t'*^gi'OSSinn coefficient for pntcintinl Buhstitutc 
PS 3 = pu t en t i a 1 subH t i tu t a nAnt)c r 3 » 

^IB ^ regrossion coefficient (Ijcta) for U^ad^M^ Beliavior 
05 = Leader Behavior 
K = regression constant 
Beta values again inclicatecl if tlie data su[i[5orted tlie liyixj t heHO.^ 
more than one potential substitute was included* With rx|uation 2 
if the bjj^ is not significant and hp^p ^ps2* and/c)r bp^^ are signifi- 
cantp it can be concluded that these variables con^iine to fonn a 
strong substitute fcr the leader behavior. 




Rusn l ts and DiscUHH tfm 

Tlie i\m sanijIoB «tiidicd huro were seloctcti for aiialy^iH dim to 
their diffaroncRB in backgroutid, type of svoj^k and uiploying organization. 
It \vas exi'jected that th« two sanples \w5ulcl diffor on tnritiy of tho 
diincnsions rneaHUred. Analysis of the two suts of Stui^de iiK^nns con^ 
finned this or<pectat 1 on wi th rGgard to potontial substitutes and 
cr 1 t er i a » T%w- 1 a i 1 ed t tests resu 1 1 ed in s i gn i f i c an t d i f f crencos 
between hospital iTianagors (IM) and enginoers (E) on the degron of 
mdi f f ererice tc^vard organiza tional rewards (E >1M) , organi zational 
f o rma 1 i a a t i on ( I M P E ) and t ho existence of close 1 y -^kn i t cohes i vc 
svork groups (rM>E)* The two groups were not significantly different 
on the degree of task provided feehack concerning [Durfonnance or the 
existence of mtrin sically sat isf ying work tasks . Tiierc were also 
highly si^iif leant differences bcitween the two grou|js on organJ t iona] 
camii tinetit (f=M > E) and gene ra 1 j oId sa t i s f ac 1 1 on ( f I^I ^ K) , bu t no s i gn 1 
t leant differences on the instrLffTOntal and siiijportive loador beliavinrs 
ineasured* Al tliough the analysis of s*irTplc iricans was not directly 
r e 1 a t ed t o the hypo t he s cs test ed i n_ t h is s t ucly , the !*e su 1 1 s she jwed 
that the s.^iples did di f fur on five of the elnveti dinonsion Mieasured* 

Each of the j>fitential substitutes lias pravl(.»usly been suggested 
to inply a logical explanation of how the variable (potential sub- 
stitute) takes the place of a specific loader behavior (Kerrj 1977* 
Kerr and JeiTtiicr, 1978; Jermier and Berkes, 1979)* TTicse potential 
substitutes were thus assurncd to pass the first ti^st In our analysis 
procedure. 

Table 1 presents intercorrelations arnotig all the individual 
variables included in this study. Sane leadership behaviors correlated 




slgniHcantly with oiic anothGr, The highest intercorrel at Ion svas 
between support and role clarification (•41 for hospital rmna||ers, and 
*55 for engineerSp both are considerably simller than that ruportGd 
by JerTnier and BerkeSi 1979). Since no rnore than one leader behavior 
was included in any MLR mode 1 , tmil ticol 1 ineari ty of the 
leadership behaviors nwis not a probl&n in this study^ For the potential 
substitutes, 19 of the 20 intercorrelations were below ,31, the single 
intercorrelation eKceecling this was between INSAT and INDTO (r = ,51) 
for engineers. 

As shown in Table 1, only two leader behaviors were significantly 
correlated with organizational caiTiii tment — ^SUPPOflT and IIJ^RQI^CL, 
This was true for both saTples. The san^ two leader behaviors corre^ 
lated si^ii f leant ly with general job satisfaction but only for hospital 
rTmnagers, No leader behaviors earrelated signi f leant ly wi th general 
Job satisfaction for engineers. According to the second test of our 
analysis procedurej hypothesis testing regarding leadership substitutes 
is possible with both sanples for SUPPORT and llBmWL vis-a-^vis 
organizational ccrmil tment * Hypothesis testing may also bo conducted 
for the same leader behaviors vis^a^vis general job satisfaction, 
but only with hospital nmnagers. 

The third test of the analysis procedure involved testing the 
significance of the bivmriate correlations between |30tentlal sub^ 
stitutes and criteria variableSi As shosvn for hospital managers in 
Table two of eight potential substitutes correlated significantly 
with organizational comnitrrent — indifference toward organizational 
rev^rds and prgani zat ional formal i zat ion , ^^lereas three of eight potential 
substitutes correlated signi ficantly wi th general job satisfaction — 
indifference toTOrd organization rewards, intrinsic task satisfaction , and 
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organizational foiTiial ization , ^lese samQ three of eight potential 
substitutes correlated s Igni f leant ly wi th ornanizational comni tnient 
for engineers. Thus, these three potential substitutes were included 
in the fourth test of the analysis procedure - the MLR analysis 
Involving a potential substitute and a single leader behavior. 

The results of the MLR analysis are presented in Tables 2 and 3, 
We believe that those potential substitutes ^Ich add to the predictability 
of the criteria, but do not eliminate the predictive power of the 
leadership behavior, s^^rrant classification as sveak substitutes for 
leadership. These variables do esq^lain significant portions of the 
variance in the criteria and in the absence of any leadership, may 
be viewed as substituting for the potentially itiportant exjDlanatory 
power of supportive or instrunnental leader behaviors* \Vhen a potential 
substitute predicts a criteria and eliminates the predictive ability of 
the leadership behavior, we classify it as a strong substitute for leadership 

According to our findings, the following variables rnay thus be 
classified as weak or strong substitutes for leadership under specified 
conditions I For hospital managers, indifference toward organization 
rewards is a weak substitute for supportive leader behavior vMien 
predicting organl zatlonal caTmi tnient and general job satisfaction. 
For QTigineers, this variables is a strong substitute for support 
vJh&n predicting organizational conini trnont , For hoRpital ?mnager.s, 
intrinsic task satisfaction is a weak substitute for support wlion 
predicting general job satisfaction. For engineers, this variable 
acts as a weak substitute for support wlicn predicting organizational 
comnltment* For hospital managers, organizational fonml ization 




acts as a s t rong subs t i tut e (with a low R') for ins trmxsntal bDHclGr 
beliavior^^role clarification ^^hcn predicting oi'gnni zat ional cannitmtint 
(it is a non-substitute vhcn predicting general job satisfaction). 
For engineers, this variable is a wo^c substitute v^iun predicting 
organ i za t i ona 1 canni trTien t . 

The findings from this study provide limited support for the 
leadership substitute construct as suggested and described by Kerr 
(1977) and Kerr and Jennier (1978). Several potential substitutes 
suggested by previous researchers wore found to bo irr|^ortant predictors 
of subordinates* job satisfaction and organizational ccxnTii tment * 
This data provided limited evidence , however, that potential sub^ 
stitutes render supportive and/or instrumental leadership either 
irtpossible or unnecessary in temB of the iiT^Dact of these leader 
behaviors on inportant subordinate outcomes. 

For hospital managers, indifference toward organizational rewards 
>?vas an imiaortant predictor of toth organisational comTiitment and job 
satisfaction. Intrinsic task satisfaction also predicted general 
job satisfaction* For engineers, both indifference toward organization 
re\rards and Intrinsic task satisfaction predicted organizational 
coiTnil tment . In only a one case (ITCOR substituting for SUPl^ORT, with 
engineers) did a potential substltue eliminate the itT^jortancc of 
supi^ortive leader behavior in predicting the criteria* 

Organizational fortnal izatlon was an important predictor of 
both criteria for hospital managers, and of organizational comTiitment 
for engineers. Again, in only one case (ORKTCl substituting for 
lEBTOICL, for hospital managers) did the potential substitute eliminate 
the irrportance of instrittTwntal leader behavior — role clarification 
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in predicting the ci4taria. Furthentiore, in this singl© case the 
amount of criteria variance explained was not high (R^=*10). 
^eso findings thus pi^ovide limitGd support for conclusioris by Kerr 
and Jertmer (1978) regarding the ability of these potential substi- 
tutes to render ins triraental and supportive leader behaviors 
as superfluous* 

Tniere are several potentially important elaborations of the 
substitutes construct ^lich were not directly dealt with in this 
investigation. Kerr and JeiTnier (1978) have distinguished betweon 
leadership neutralizers . . characteristics \Miich make it effectively 

ItTpossible for * , • leadership to rmke a difference*") and leadership 
substitutes ("* * . characteristics ^lich render , , .leadership not only 
liTpossible but also unnecessary * ") Several authors have apparently 
assumed a variable must first be a neutral izer in order to become 
a substitute (Kerr and Jermler, 1978 1 Jeniilcr n?id Bcrkes, 1979). 
It is not clear to the present investigators that a variable must 
be a neutral izer in order to qualify as a substitute. It seems imvQ 
likely, especially in light of the current contingency approaches 
to leadership and the findings, reported here, that both a supervisor's 
leadership behavior and a potential substitute may co^enist "side by 
side" -^filling in for one another as the si tuation dictates, l>iis 
view is supported by most of the MLR model results reported here* 
Perhaps sorne of these IndividuaU task, or organisational characteristics 
ml gilt best be termed supplements to leadership . Tlie hypotliesi^icd 
distinction between neutral izers and substitutes might fruitfully be 
studied using laboratory teclinlr; s to crGate the "influenco vhcuuti" 
suggested by Kerr and JenTiier (1978) as resulting from the OKistence 
of certain powerful neutral i zers . 



No distinction v/as made in this study betwcon direct and indi rect 
effects of either leadership behavior or of the [Dotcntial substitutes. 
This potentially valuable distinction, as well as the question of the 
direction of causality, is probably best dealt with by path analysis 
and/or longitudinal Investigations using cross^ lagged correlation 
procedures • 
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Footnote 

■'^The question in statistical ternB is sinply, does tho addition 
of the leadership variable (%^on ontered as the last predictor) add 
to the predictability of the criterion? Using a statistical test 
(F) to evaluate the relative efficacy of different variables is a 
powerful method of analysis. However as Kcrlingcr (1973) notes, 
the relative efficacy of a variable is affected by the order of the 
variables in the equation. Tills is precisely the point in the present 
analysis* Tlie leadership variable is always entered last to deteiTnine 
if the predictability of the leadership variable can bo obviated by 
the substitute* ThiiSj variables are placed in the regression 
equation according to a logical and theoretical frajtx^work* 
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TABIE 1 

iKMOTiATioNS Fm LEADERSHIP m mmm mm 



Scale 


1 


2 


3 4 


S 


6 


7 


^ 0 


9 


10 11 


12 


13 


14 


L mm 




-.03 


.23 .00 


-.22 


.14 


.11 


,19 


.03 


-.10 -.03 


-,10 


-.08 


,07 


2, SUPPOT 


M 




-.40 ,55 


.11 


,11 




-.01 


.12 


M .31 


-.29 


,51 


.18 


3, II^PK 


.31 


".06 


- .01 


%09 


.08 


.12 


.10 


-.21 


-.19 ,03 


.35 


=.21 


-.19 


4, IIBmL 


,23 


.41 


.24 ' 


-.04 


,06 


-.59 


.25 


.10 


.45 .51 


-.12 


.53 


.18 


5, m 


=.19 


^.14 


^,20 -.14 




,29 


.02 


-.30, 


.06 


.19 ,09 


,04 


,20 


-.12 


6. PROF 


.03 


-.11 


.27 ,15 


.14 




.00 


-.10 


-.13 


.25 ,04 


,03 


.09 


-,03 


7. iim 


.19 


-.39 


.01 -.36 


".07 


-,25 




-,12 


-.18 


.51 -.30 


-,03 


-,69 


-.19 


8, mm 


.08 


-.04 


,23 .03 


.08 


.12 


.00 




.25 


-.16 .40 


-.15 


.13 


,24 


9, TSKFB 


.00 


-a? 


,03 .10 


.25 


.21 


-.10 


.42 




.05 ,11 


-,14 


.16 


.36 


10, INSAT 


.02 


.03 


M .22 


.05 




-.28 


.20 


.17 


V .21 


-.13 


,49 


.09 


IL aOT4 


.20 


.22 


.14 .50 


".30 


.20 


-.25 


.30 


.22 


.16 " 


-.16 


.44 


-,01 


12. CDDSE 


.04 


,00 


-,02 ^.04 


-.04 


,41 


-.08 


-.10 


,09 


-.15 ,17 




-.15 


.03 




-,20 


.44 


'^M ,32 


-.06 


,06 


-.60 


,0B 


,05 


.21 .31 


-,13 




,18 


14, mmki 


-42 


.47 


-M ,45 


-.14 


.02 


-.63 


.01 


,15 


.35 .32 


-,11 


.59 





Notti Intercorrilations for hospital rmnigers (N=63) are shovvn below the main diagonal, 
intercorrelations for engineers (N=71) are above the main diagonal. P< ,05 for 
r ^ .23 for engineers and P< .05 for r ^ ,25 for hospital minagers. 
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TABLE 2 



MULTIPLE REGRESSION RESULTS ^ 
ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT AND aENERAL JOB 
SATISFACTION REGRESSED UPON LEADER BEItAVIOR AND 
POTENTIAL LEADERSHIP SUBSTITUTES^ 
(HOSPITAL MANAGERS N^6 3} 



Criteria 




Predictors 




r2 


Form of 














Substitute 




Potantial Substitutes 


Leader 














Behavior 






ORGCOM 


INSAT 






Support 


.23 


Non^Subs ti tute 




B^NS 






B=. 4 3 








CLO^E 

4^ 






Support 


.21 


Non-^Substitute 




B^NS 






B=.4 3 








* INDOR 






Support 


.41 


Weak 




. 51 






B=.2 4 








INDOR 


CLOSE 


INSAT 


Support 


.44 


Weak 










B=. 2 3 














ILBROLCL 


.10 


Non-Substitute 




o — 1>I o 






B= . 32 














ILBROLCL 


.12 


Non^ Substitute 




B— NS 






B=. 32 








* ORFORM 






ILBROLCL 


.10 


Strong 




B- . 31 






B=NS 














ILBROLCL 


.13 


Strong 




B^NS 


B=NS 


B=.35 


B=NS 






SGENSAT 


* INSAT 






Support 


.32 


Weak 




B=.32 






Ba.4 5 








CLOSE 






Support 


. 23 


Non--Substitute 




B^ns 






Ba.4 6 








* INDOR 






Support 


.46 


Weak 




B^-*53 






B~.26 








INDOR 


CLOSE 


INSAT 


Support 


.51 


Weak 




B^-*49 


B^NS 


B=MS 


B=.26 








TSKFB 






ILBROLCL 


.22 


Non-^Substitute 




B^NS 






B=.4 4 








CLOSE 






ILBROLCL 


. 21 


Non-Substitute 




B^NS 






Bs. 4 5 








* ORFORM 






ILBROLCL 


.22 


Non-Substitute 




B=NS 






B-. 39 








TSKFB 


CLOSE 


ORFORM 


ILBROLCL 


.24 


Non'-Substitute 




B=NS 


B=NS 


BaNS 









^All beta (B) weights shown are significant at p<,05 



Only these substitutes passed the first two criteria for inclusion into th 
regression analysis. Others are presented only to indicate potential sub^ 
stitutes from a logical perspective and to test the possibility that they 
act as suppressor variables when included with the leadership variables* 



TABLE 3 



MULTIPLE REGRESSION RESULTS: 
ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT AND GENERAL JOB 
SATISFACTION REGRESSED UPON LEADER BEHAVIOR AND 
POTENTIAL LEADERSHIP SUBSTITUTES^ 
(ENGINEERS N=71) 



Criteria 




Predictors 




R^ 


Form of 














Substitute 




Potential Substitutes 


Leader 














Behavicr 






ORGCOM 


* INSAT 






Support 

B=.35 


0 .32 


Weak 




CLOSE 






Support 


0*26 


Non-Substitute 




B^NS 






B=*51 








*INDOR 






Support 


0.50 


Strong 




B^-0.5 8 






B-NS 








INDOR 


CLOSE 


INSAT 


Support 


0*51 


Strong 




B^-,61 


B=NS 


B-NS 


B^NS 








TSKFB 






ILBROLCL 


*29 


Non-Substitute 




B=NS 






B=.52 








CLOSE 






ILBROLCL 


.29 


Non-Substitute 




B^NS 






B=,52 








*ORFORM 






ILBROLCL 


.32 


Weak 




B^.23 






B^.41 








TSKFB 


CLOSE 


ORFORM 


ILBROLCL 


,33 


Non-"Substitute 




B^NS 


B^NS 


B=NS 


B=.40 






SGENSAT 


INSAT 
B^NS 






Support 
B=NS 


.01 


Non--Subs titute 




CLOSE 






Support 


. 04 


Non-Substitute 




B=NS 






B-NS 








INDOR 






Support 


,04 


Non-Substitute 




B=NS 






B=NS 








INDOR 


CLOSE 


INSAT 


Support 


.04 


Non- Substitute 




B=NS 


B^NS 


B-NS 


B^NS 








TSKFB 






ILBROLCL 


.13 


Strong 




B=.36 






B^NS 








CLOSE 






ILBROLCL 


, 00 


Non-Substitute 




B^NS 






B^NS 








ORFORM 






ILBROLCL 


.04 


Non^Substitute 




B^NS 






B=NS 








TSKFB 


CLOSE 


ORFORM 


ILBROLCL 


.17 


Strong 




B^*36 


B=NS 


B-NS 


B-NS 







All beta . (B) weights shown are significant at p<.05 
*See Table 2 



